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FW: conference call conference bridge number and PIN Code for tomorrow (March 22nd), from 10 am to 11 am

		From

		McCormack, Craig (ECY)

		To

		Kissinger, Lon; Hankins, Martha (ECY)

		Cc

		Nayak Polissar; cmcc461@ecy.wa.gov

		Recipients

		Kissinger.Lon@epa.gov; mhan461@ECY.WA.GOV; nayak@mwlight.com; cmcc461@ecy.wa.gov



Lon/Martha: 





Nayak’s revised workplan does not include “finfish – all sources” as part of the Suquamish tribal evaluation for confidence intervals.  In the EPA r-10 framework the Suquamish data set is used to provide estimates for shellfish consumption so this omission may not have an impact on those estimates but does not provide similar estimates of finfish consumption for this tribal dataset as done for the other populations surveyed.  Will this asymmetry cause problems for Ecology and EPA as they begin their deliberations for cleanup and WQ standards? I think this omission may pose some future regulatory issues given the range of discussions we may encounter with the issue of salmon vs. finfish consumption – any thoughts?





I believe the prioritizations correspond to our conference call discussion; I have no further comments on the prioritization for the proposed activities.  Similarly, the four cumulative distribution plots outlined on page 3 are specifically targeted to the tribal data we talked about – I have no issues with the proposed cumulative distribution plots.





Lon/Martha: any concerns and/or comment regarding the Suquamish dataset -- “finfish – all sources”?





If there are no further areas of concern then I would like Nayak to proceed with his analysis but I want your thoughts regarding the Suquamish dataset.





Thanks/regards/Craig





 





 





From: McCormack, Craig (ECY) 
Sent: Thursday, March 21, 2013 4:46 PM
To: Lon Kissinger; Hankins, Martha (ECY); Nayak Polissar
Cc: McCormack, Craig (ECY)
Subject: conference call conference bridge number and PIN Code for tomorrow (March 22nd), from 10 am to 11 am





 





Good Afternoon: For our scheduled conference call for tomorrow (March 22nd), from 10 am to 11 am, please phone in at the conference bridge phone number 360-407-3780; PIN code is 926513 followed by the # sign.  I have attached Nayak’s work plan priority list in case you have misplaced it.  Thanks/Craig
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Date:	3/14/13





To:	Craig


From:	Nayak


cc:	Martha, Moni





Re:	Priority for calculations & analyses needed for FCR report





Dear Craig,





Moni and I met to review the various tasks needed to complete the FCR report. We prioritized them and decided on some methodology for some of these tasks. We did some very preliminary computing to help us make decisions on methodology.





The list on the next page is the result of our deliberations. Nothing is cast in concrete, and we look for your input on priorities. Did we miss anything? We have dropped some things that were considered earlier (e.g., diagnostics for the NCI method), but I think that we have everything that is “hot”. The “labor intensity” column is really a rough guess without detailed planning per task, but it may help you in deciding what is to be done. I would propose that we start with whatever is high priority (after any revisions in priority and in tasks) and work along, making sure that we can get through all of the “high priority” items and can write it all up. 





Note that I did not include any outside meetings in this list, though these activities would, I presume, involve calls and a meeting or two with you and Martha, and a meeting with Vince Gallucci. 





How does this look?





Best wishes,





Nayak






Items needed to complete the FCR report. (Priority order; not necessarily calendar order.)


			Priority


			Activity


			Labor intensity*





			High


			Revise FCR report based on results of analyses noted below and meet with Vince Gallucci to review analyses.


			Medium or High





			High


			NHANES (national data): confidence intervals for estimates by the NCI method, including everyone** in the study (no exclusions for FFQ “no fish consumption” responses)


			Medium





			High


			Create cumulative distribution plots for percentiles for many or most combinations of population, species group and source.


			Medium





			High


			Add finfish (all sources and Puget Sound) into Suquamish results (Table 8) of the FCR. 


			Low





			High


			Confidence intervals for Tulalip percentiles (based on individual data.) Note: non-parametric confidence intervals will be used for lower percentiles (e.g., the median). Due to the relatively small sample size, parametric methods will be used for confidence intervals of higher percentiles (e.g., 90th, 95th.)


			Medium





			--


			Get confidence intervals for selected percentiles of selected populations. Suggested priority for populations without individual data (below):


			--





			High


			Suquamish, 90th and 95th percentile for


All fish – all sources 


All fish – Puget Sound


Anadromous fish – all sources


Anadromous fish – Puget Sound


Non-anadromous fish – all sources


Non-anadromous fish – Puget Sound


Shellfish – all sources


Shellfish – Puget Sound


			High





			High


			Check relationship of percentiles to mean for Suquamish


			Low





			Medium


			Confidence intervals for Squaxin, 90th and 95th percentiles


			Medium





			Medium


			Confidence intervals for Colombia River, 90th and 95th percentiles


			Medium





			Medium


			Use the individual-level Tulalip data to estimate the impact on estimated fish consumption rates of a) assumptions used in calculations for the Suquamish Tribe and b) assumptions used in calculations for other populations without individual-level data. Note: Some assumptions were used across multiple populations (e.g., multiplication by mean body weight to convert from g/kg-day to g/day), and some assumptions were unique to a given population. 


			High





			Medium


			Revise some API rates based on individual-level data


			Medium or low





			Low


			Confidence intervals for Suquamish, some other percentiles not noted above


			Medium or low





			Low


			Confidence intervals for 90th and 95th percentiles for API, possibly using individual level data


			Medium








*Very rough guesses


**Restricted to respondents with two survey days of 24-hour recall with non-missing responses. This is the same restriction used consistently in previous calculations. 








1













